Introduction
It's almost 20 years since the Russian In 2013, Russia ranked among the 47 countries participating in the Convention, both in terms of the number of complaints filed against it (16,800 complaints) and in the number of final judgments in which human rights violations were recognized. 129 decisions were passed, among them at least one violation was found in 119 cases.
In 2014, Russia remained the leader in the number of final decisions taken against it, in which human rights violations were acknowledged (against Russia, 129 decisions were passed, of which violations were found in 122 cases). In 2015, the ECtHR adopted 116 decisions on cases against Russia, in which violations were found in 109; in terms of the number of complaints filed, Russia moved to the second place after Ukraine.
In 2016, 228 judgments were filed against Russia (almost twice as much as in 2015); by the number of complaints filed, Russia moved to the 4th place (Fig. 2) .
The reduction in the number of complaints in 2015 is due to the decision of the European Court of Human Rights in the case Abramyan and In many states (Austria, Belgium, Germany) the European Convention has the force of law and can be directly invoked in courts, in the Netherlands the Convention takes precedence Although formally the Convention is not part of the legal system, it nevertheless serves as a basis for eliminating uncertainty.
Statement of the problem
For a long time, the Russian doctrine of international law regarded the fact that the norms of international law created rights and duties only for its subjects, while state bodies, its legal entities and individuals directly did not obey the norms of international law as an axiom (Chernichenko, 1999) . The theory of transformation was widespread (Kalanda, 1994; Usenko, 1995) .
Due to this approach, the interaction of the international treaty and the domestic law was taken into account only in the process of creating norms of national legislation.
A number of scientists, some before the adoption of the new Constitution of the Russian Federation (Ignatenko, 1985) , spoke of the direct action of international law in the territory of the state, considering it important to move from the stereotypes of transformation to the direct application of treaties by our courts and state institutions (Danilenko, 1999; Marochkin, 1998 Marochkin, , 2012 Tiunov, 1997) .
The ratification of the European Convention
shifted the emphasis in the debate to the question of whether the norms of the European Convention and the ECtHR decisions could be applied directly in the sphere of intra-state relations.
Many researchers agreed that the European
Convention is subject to application by courts as an international treaty of the Russian Federation, by virtue of their inclusion in the Russian legal system (Neshataeva, 1999; Marochkin, 2012 (Zimnenko, 2010) . In practice, the courts do not ask themselves whether to implement the ECtHR judgment against Russia or against other countries. They apply a judgments "which they find appropriate in relation to a particular internal matter" (Marochkin, 2012) . The author shares the view that we need a modern theory that will be "more realistic and more complete" (Wildhaber, 2007) 
Direct effect of the European Convention and implementation of ECtHR judgments
In theory, the direct effect of the norms of international law in the territory of the state is understood as the application of international legal norms by the state and its bodies without the proclamation of international treaties as sources of law and without "introducing" them into the legal system in any form of modification (Ignatenko, 1985; Tereshkova, 1998) .
The direct application of international law in domestic relations is possible without any transformation of them into norms of internal law in the form of:
• priority application of international legal norms (when the law of the Russian Federation or another normative act adopted in the Russian Federation contradicts international legal norms);
• joint application (when in regulation of an issue the norms of international law and the norms of the law of the Russian Federation mutually supplement each other);
• independent application (when there is a gap in the domestic legislation of the Russian and judicial practice" (Tuzmuhamedov, 2010) .
Analyzing the statistics (Koroteev, 2009 (Koroteev, , 2013 the researchers note frequent, "more or less Lastly, the interaction is determined by the understanding of the fact that domestic and international judicial bodies ultimately share the common goal of protecting human rights.
It seems necessary to make every effort to seek for a compromise and dialogue with the European Court of Human Rights. And this is a two-way process.
Conclusion
The analysis of the legislation and judicial practice allows drawing a conclusion that in 
